Faking: A comparison of effective methods by Fell, Devon Rachelle
California State University, San Bernardino 
CSUSB ScholarWorks 
Theses Digitization Project John M. Pfau Library 
2008 
Faking: A comparison of effective methods 
Devon Rachelle Fell 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project 
 Part of the Quantitative Psychology Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Fell, Devon Rachelle, "Faking: A comparison of effective methods" (2008). Theses Digitization Project. 
3566. 
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project/3566 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the John M. Pfau Library at CSUSB ScholarWorks. It has 
been accepted for inclusion in Theses Digitization Project by an authorized administrator of CSUSB ScholarWorks. 
For more information, please contact scholarworks@csusb.edu. 




























The history of faking research in the area of 
personality testing is long and contradictory. Arguments 
vary from the sheer existence of faking to it's widely 
spread negative impact on organizations. Controversies 
include whether faking is intentional or not, the extent 
of how many people engage in faking, and whether or not it 
occurs frequently.enough to be a concern. As the 
controversies continue in regards to intentions and 
prevalence of faking, contextual factors play an important 
role in understanding the behavior. Additionally, research 
finds that some people are not good at faking and some 
seem to have an innate ability for it. This brings up yet 
another layer to the faking controversy, is faking 
situational or dispositional? Researchers have found that 
the ability to fake may be a combination of both but are 
most likely moderated by individual differences.
Researchers have also found that it is relatively easy and 
common to fake on personality tests, yet many 
organizations use them in selection as a primary Hurdle. 
Specifically, the Big 5 Personality Inventory is highly 
prone to faking. Researchers have identified three 
possible methods for1 faking, stereotyping, prior knowledge 
and coaching. However, there is no evidence as to which 
method is most effective in faking good. This experiment 
tested the methods of faking known as stereotyping and 
prior knowledge (dispositional methods), as well as tested 
coaching (a situational method) on the IPIP in applying 
for a fictional sales job. It was predicted that the 
methods of faking would produce higher scores on the 
factors Conscientiousness and Extraversion, the two 
factors from the Big 5 that best predict sales performance 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991). Finally, a statistical comparison 
of the methods was performed to find which method was most 
effective. After correcting for the variance explained by 
the directive to fake or not fake, the dispositional 
factor of stereotyping accounted for additional variance 
in both conscientiousness and extraversion, the two 
factors from the BIG 5 that best predict sales performance 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991). Prior knowledge of personality 
constructs (a dispositional method) also accounted for 
additional variance in the conscientiousness outcome. 
However, the situational method of coaching did not 
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Personality Theory in the Workplace
Personality research, as it applies to prediction of 
job performance in the workplace has been debated by 
psychologists for years. In fact, prior to 1990 
researchers were adamant that personality measures should 
not be used for selection at all (Guion & Gottier, 1965; 
Mischel, 1968; Blake & Pfeffer, 1989). Specifically, Guion 
and Gottier (1965) suggested that "there is no 
generalizable evidence that personality measures can be 
recommended as good or practical tools for employee 
selection" (p. 159). This notion was virtually uncontested 
until the usage of the Five Factor Model (FFM) in the mid 
1980's, which categorizes a wide variety of personality 
traits into five main constructs. These constructs include 
Openess to Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, 
Agreeableness and Emotional Stability.
Openess to Experience involves creativity, 
open-mindedness and unconventional thinking. 
Conscientiousness includes achievement aiming, 
dependability, and planning. Extraversion is associated 
with adventure seekers, high social skills, and ambition.
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Agreeableness consists of trustworthiness, compliance and 
cooperativeness. Emotional Stability involves a lack of 
depression, anxiousness and hostility (Costa & McCrae, 
1988). The FFM is the most frequently used taxonomy in 
studying the relationship between job performance and 
personality (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001) . Additionally, 
research indicates that conscientiousness is the best 
predictor overall of any job type, followed by emotional 
stability while the other three factors are better at 
predicting specific jobs (Barrick & Mount, 2005; Barrick, 
et al., 2001; Viswesvaran, Deller, & Ones, 2007).
However, where the debate continues is largely 
centered around the validity of the coefficients. 
Specifically, are they high enough on the individual 
factors to predict anything? Several researchers have 
found that by combining factors rather than examining each 
independently their ability to predict increases (Hogan, 
2005). Yet, even in combination, the magnitudes of the 
validity coefficients remain moderate. As organizations 
continue to utilize the FFM in selection procedures and 
find success in prediction it is imperative that 
understanding these modest validity coefficients occurs. 
This fact has led many to question why this is occurring 
2
and it has been strongly suggested that one explanation 
could be due to faking.
The History and Controversy of Faking Research
Faking is defined as a "deliberate attempt to match 
one's own personality profile to one's perception of what 
management sees as the ideal personality for a specific 
job" (Martin, Bowen, & Hunt, 2000, p. 248). This human 
phenomenon is also known as "impression management", 
"socially desirable responding", "response style", 
"response distortion" and "intentional distortion". Just 
as deciding on an official name has been difficult for 
researchers, agreeing on the fundamentals of faking 
research has been even more difficult. The history of 
faking research is long and contradictory, arguments vary 
from the sheer existence of faking to it's widely spread 
negative impact on organizations. In fact, currently only 
two consistent certainties have been found; first, on 
non-cognitive measures people are successful at faking 
when instructed to do so and second, people's ability to 
fake on non-cognitive measures varies (Robie, Tuzinski, & 
Bly, 2006).
Much of the reason for the contradictory findings in 
faking research stems from a lack of theory. Instead, 
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faking has been examined with the intention of creating 
empirical conclusions to be used in applied settings and 
specific contexts (McFarland & Ryan, 2006). It could be 
possible that researchers have overlooked theory because 
the demand for research in this field came from the 
applied setting by organizational managers. In other 
words, there could have been an urgent need to prevent or 
detect faking in organizations, where the need is not as 
urgent in the research setting.
Donovan, Dwight, and Hurtz (2003) indicate that 
faking research consists of discovering how often 
applicants inaccurately represent themselves in selection 
procedures, how effective applicants are at presenting 
themselves in a favorable way and how faking contaminates 
the selection process. This implication does not mention 
theory which lends- further to the idea that faking 
research is often designed primarily for application 
rather than developing scientific theory. Therefore, this 
research will attempt to address much of the controversy 
and contribute to the development of scientific theory in 
faking research.
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Intentional versus Unintentional Faking
Due to the current a-theoretical approach in faking 
research, McFarland and Ryan (2006) recently developed a 
theory-based model of faking as a possible remedy for the 
lacking qualities within this field. Congruent with the 
two consistent certainties mentioned previously, on 
non-cognitive measures people are successful at faking 
when instructed to do so and the ability to fake on 
non-cognitive measures varies, the first part of the model 
adds that "beliefs toward faking influence the intention 
to fake". Second, the "intention to fake is linked to 
faking behavior, which is moderated by one's ability to 
fake". In other words, the model integrates the idea that 
intention leads to behavior. This idea is supported by the 
Theory of Planned Behavior which states that "one's 
attitudes, norms and perceived behavioral control predict 
the intention to perform that behavior" (McFarland & Ryan, 
2000, p. 813) . The theory was developed by leek Azjen 
(1991) as an enhancement to the pre-existing model the 
Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein & Azjen, 1980). 
Specifically, the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) added 
the perceived behavioral control component which was 
derived from Bandura's (1986) findings that'expectations 
determine behavioral reactions. Furthermore, Bandura 
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reported that expectations can be divided into two main 
components, self efficacy and outcome expectancy.
Bandura's theories of self-efficacy and outcome expectancy 
lend themselves to many topics in Industrial
Organizational Psychology including, equity theory, 
motivation, productivity and selection. However, McFarland 
and Ryan (2006) were the first to apply the TPB to faking 
research and found evidence that the TPB does, in fact, 
predict one's intention to fake. These findings are 
important to understanding faking because they indicate 
that faking is intentional rather than unintentional which 
is a redundant and constant debate amongst researchers. 
Additionally, since the model is supported by theory, it 
helps us to have a more empirical approach towards 
research in this topic and therefore may help us to be 
more effective when generalizing results to the applied 
setting.
To further identify theory in support of explaining 
faking, researchers have relied heavily on the phenomenon 
known as Socially Desirable Responding. Socially Desirable 
Responding is defined as the "tendency of individuals to 
present themselves favorably with respect to current 
social norms and standards" (Zerbe & Paulhus, 2001, 
p. 250). Often times,' faking is referred to as Socially 
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Desirable Responding and to an extent they are one in the 
same. However, when the concept is broken down it can be 
seen that they actually are not identical constructs. 
Socially Desirable Response measures consist of two 
components, self-deception and impression management. 
Self-deception refers to the "unconscious tendency to see 
oneself in a favorable light" and impression management is 
a "conscious attempt to present false information to 
create a favorable impression on others" (McFarland & 
Ryan, 2006, p. 98'0) . In other words, the difference 
between the two components is that in self deception, 
people truly feel as though they encompass the traits they 
are reporting, whereas in impression management, people 
are aware that they do not possess the traits they claim 
to have but they report them because they have the 
intention to fake (Ellingson, Sackett, & Hough, 1999). It 
should be noted that the extent to which self-deception is 
an unconscious act and impression management is conscious 
lends to the ongoing controversy regarding whether faking 
is intentional or not. This research attempts to 
investigate the extent to which faking is an intentional 
and conscious act, especially in the presence of an 
incentive, which will be discussed in detail later.
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Prevalence of Faking
The extent to how many people engage in faking is yet 
another controversial issue within the field of study. 
Donovan, Dwight and Hurtz (2003, p. 83) reiterated this 
when they stated that "the actual prevalence and severity 
of faking remains unclear". Some researchers argue that 
faking is a common and relatively easy practice, whereas 
others argue that it simply does not occur frequently 
enough to be a concern. Robert and Joyce Hogan, the owners 
of Hogan Assessment Systems, a consulting firm 
specializing in personality assessments used for 
selection, conducted a study (1986) in which findings 
indicated that "the base rate of faking during the job 
application process is virtually non-existent" (p. 20). 
However, since then several studies have consistently 
indicated that faking in selection is common and 
measurable.
One measure used to detect the prevalence of faking 
is known as direct survey research. This measure 
anonymously surveys current job incumbents to gage the 
frequency of faking. Questions ask people to admit if they 
have acted in a variety of ways to make a favorable 
impression, such as exaggerated work experience or opinion 
conformity. For instance, Donovan et al. (2003), used a 
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randomized response technique to ensure anonymity to 
participants, in a study that directly surveyed past 
behavior of faking. During selection procedures, thirty . 
percent of participants admitted to faking, fifty percent 
admitted to faking on conscientiousness measures, sixty 
percent reported that they minimized their negative 
characteristics and fifty percent represented themselves 
as more agreeable than they actually are. This research 
demonstrates that participants are faking often and faking 
intentionally during the selection process which may be 
better explained when the effects of incentives are 
considered.
Incentives and Their Effect on Faking
As the controversies continue in regards to 
intentions and prevalence of faking, contextual factors 
help to find understanding of the behavior. Specifically, 
the importance of context is demonstrated through research 
showing that faking is enhanced through the use of 
incentives. For instance, Rosse, Stetcher, Miller, and 
Levin (1998) and Mueller-Hanson, Heggestad, and Thornton 
(2003) found that when individuals have an incentive to 
make a desired impression, they score higher on 
personality tests. Additional support for these findings 
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can be seen in a study by McFarland and Ryan (2006) which 
found that faking was much higher when undergraduates were 
given a twenty dollar cash incentive to score high on a 
personality test. Conversely, when there is not an 
incentive, faking behavior has been shown to decrease. For 
example, Ryan and Sackett (1987) found that college 
students did not fake on a personality measure in the 
absence of an incentive. Ultimately, these findings imply 
that people can respond in a socially desirable manner 
when they want to. This provides further support for the 
Theory of Planned Behavior, which indicates that faking is 
an ability that reveals itself through conscious and 
depending on the context, intentional effort.
These findings not only lend to the importance of 
integrating context in the ongoing research controversy, 
they are crucial to organizations as they relate to 
selection procedures. Obviously, most often people 
applying for jobs want to be hired. Therefore, job 
desirability often acts as an incentive, in turn 
increasing faking behavior. Ones, Veswesvaran, and Reiss 
(1996) found that when there is an incentive to obtain a 
high score on a personality measure, faking is a major 
problem. The problem for organizations then lies in the 
fact that it is not possible to remove the incentive (the 
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desire to obtain the target job) in selection procedures. 
Furthermore, organizations that choose to utilize 
personality measures must be aware of the related 
prevalence of faking and therefore, the high possibility 
of a distorted score.
Ability to Fake: Situational 
versus Dispositional
Although, faking has been found to be prevalent, not 
everyone practices impression management. Some people are 
honest in the selection process, some are just not good at 
faking and some seem to have an almost innate ability for 
it (Winkelspecht, Lewis, & Thomas, 2006). This brings up 
yet another layer to the faking controversy that begs the 
question, is faking situational or dispositional? Since we 
know that not everyone engages in faking, we have to 
wonder why. People may choose not to fake for moral 
reasons, because it didn't occur to them that faking is an 
option or because they simply don't know how. However, 
Mueller-Hanson, Heggestad, and Thornton (2003) found that 
faking may be related to personality characteristics. 
Given that psychologists know personality traits are 
stable and consistent over time, these findings would 
suggest that when people choose to fake, the ability to do 
so is dispositional.
11
Therefore, several studies have attempted to uncover 
the nature of faking as an individual difference 
characteristic. A recent study of psychology graduate 
student's ability to fake and their success at faking 
demonstrated that intelligence moderated the relationship 
and increased scores on the MMPI-2 (Pelfrey, 2004). Faking 
as a function of intelligence further demonstrates that 
people may have a dispositional approach to engaging in 
the behavior. A study of inmates conducted by Steffen, 
Kroner, and Morgan (2007) found that the ability to fake 
and success in faking is moderated by intelligence.. 
Furthermore, a learned component was added to the theory 
of faking when a study found that people who are more 
educated and are higher on cognitive ability are better at 
faking (Ones, Veswesvaran, & Reiss, 1996), indicating that 
faking behavior may be a dispositional ability. However, 
based on the Theory of Planned Behavior and the effect of 
incentives on faking behavior, it is apparent that 
situation also plays a role in the context of faking. 
Given this information, it can be proposed that the 
ability to fake may be a combination of situation and 
disposition. Therefore, the controversy over a situational 
or dispositional approach to faking behavior is one that 
this research will attempt to address.
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Faking on Selection Measures: 
Personality Assessments
Settling the controversies in faking research will 
most likely require a lot more time and even more research 
but, as previously mentioned, the demand from 
organizations for identification and prevention is 
occurring now. Primarily because the rate at which faking 
is occurring could be alarming to organizations that value 
selection procedures and depend on their validity. The 
frequency of this behavior further supports the idea that 
assessments are easily fake-able. Martin, Bowen, and Hunt 
(2002) found support that participants in research and 
actual job settings easily faked their responses in 
personality questionnaires to match the ideal personality 
profile that managers hold of an employee. However, the 
type of assessment being used may determine the extent to 
which applicants provide favorable answers. For instance, 
Winkelspecht, Lewis, and Thomas (2006) found that it is 
relatively easy and common to fake on personality tests 
but it is nearly impossible to fake on a cognitive ability 
tests. Additionally, Nguyen, Biderman, and McDaniel (2005) 
found evidence that personality assessments are easier to 
fake on than situational judgment tests. This is an 
interesting finding due to the fact that organizations 
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continue to rely heavily on personality assessments in 
selection procedures.
It should be noted that the type of scoring may also 
determine the extent to which respondents attempt to 
respond favorably. Forced choice formats or ipsative 
formats are often used in an effort to prevent faking. In 
these formats, respondents are given two to four options, 
where each option represents a certain personality 
dimension or trait, and asked to rank order them in terms 
of which option best describes them to which option least 
describes them. Martin, Bowen, and. Hunt (2002) found that 
ipsative formats are successful in preventing faking. 
Forcing applicants to choose one statement that "best" 
represents them out of multiple options limits their 
ability to look good on all possible traits, where one 
item might contain all equally socially desirable traits. 
However, Heggestad, Morrison, Reeve, and McCloy (2006) 
conducted a study that indicated that forced formats only 
produced valid indicators of traits in the honest 
condition. In the faking condition, the forced choice 
format did not successfully reduce faking anymore than the 
standard Likert scale. Others like Hough (1998) have also 
found that forced choice formats do not decrease faking. 
Perhaps, rank ordering traits does not prevent faking 
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because it still allows the participant to portray 
themselves in a way that is favorable and inconsistent 
with their true self.
In an effort to identifying faking applicant versus 
incumbent comparisons are often used (Donovan, Dwight, & 
Hurtz, 2003). Applicant versus incumbent comparisons use 
current employee scores on personality tests and compare 
them to applicant scores, where if applicant scores are 
much higher than that of the incumbents it may indicate 
faking. Many studies have found that, indeed, applicants 
do obtain higher scores on personality assessments, most 
likely as a function of incentives. Rosse, Stetcher, 
Miller, and Levin (1998) found that when using applicant 
versus comparison measures, the applicants scored higher 
on the personality tests. It could be proposed that the 
reason applicants are receiving higher scores on 
personality assessments, is because they have an 
incentive. In this case, like all in selection, the 
incentive for the applicants is obtaining the job, where 
incumbents have no incentive because they already have the 
job. Unless, they are given a threat, such that if they 
perform poorly on the personality test they will lose 
their job, there is essentially no incentive for the 
incumbents to perform well.
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According to the literature, there are many possible 
reasons why personality assessments are the most easily 
fake-able amongst selection procedures but the most 
commonly recognized reason is the presence of transparent 
favorable responses. In fact, transparent favorable 
responses may actually make it difficult not to fake. 
Rosse, Stetcher, Miller, and Levin (1998) argue that many 
personality measures have items in which the socially 
desirable response is clear and the questions are worded 
in a way that make the desired answer obvious, such as 
"are you a hard worker?" In other words, very few people 
would state in a job selection process that they don't 
work hard, regardless if it is true or not. Not only are 
people able to identify the favorable responses in 
personality assessments, studies show that people can 
fairly accurately predict their scores when the questions 
have clear "correct" responses.
Furnham (1997) conducted a study where he 
administered three different personality questionnaires to 
participants and then asked the participants to guess what 
their scores would be on fifteen different dimensions. The 
participants were surprisingly good at predicting their 
scores on ten out of the fifteen traits. The traits that 
were most easily predicted were easily identifiable and 
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generally universally understandable. For example, Costa 
and McRae (1988) found that participants accurately 
predicted scores on conscientiousness, neuroticism and 
extraversion. This may be in part because these constructs 
are more widely used in every day life than 
openness-to-experience or agreeableness. Furnham (1997) 
supports this theory when he states "the more popular and 
well-known the concept in lay usage, the more likely 
participants are to understand, fake or predict their own 
scores" (p. 235).
Therefore, some researchers, employers and the like 
completely object to the use of personality measures 
because they are concerned that they yield inaccurate 
results. Furnham (1997) found that the Big 5 Personality 
Inventory is highly prone to faking. Costa and McRae 
(1988) found further support for this when they conducted 
a factor analysis on the responses of the five factor 
personality inventory (NEO-PI) and found a sixth factor 
which they labeled the "ideal-employee". This indicates 
that faking may be so prevalent on the Big 5 Personality 
test that it constitutes being a factor. In the Furnham 
(1997) study, participants were evenly divided into a 
"fake good" condition and a "fake bad" condition, where 
faking good is the extent to which participants are 
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intentionally presenting themselves in a favorable or 
socially desirable way and faking bad is where 
participants are intentionally representing themselves 
unfavorably or not socially desirable. As instructed, the 
participants in the "fake good" condition had high scores 
on socially desirable traits, such as extraversion and 
conscientiousness, while achieving low scores on 
unfavorable traits, such as neuroticism. In the "fake bad" 
condition, participants successfully received low scores 
on extraversion and conscientiousness but received high 
scores on neuroticism. These findings indicate that not 
only are people able to successfully fake when instructed 
to but they are able to discern between personality traits 
and identify the response that best suits the intended 
impression. Furthermore, this study suggests that 
personality traits are understood in a complex way by 
people other than personality psychologists, lending 
further to the idea that "correct" answers may be 
transparent.
Given this information regarding the ease of faking 
on personality assessments, one must then wonder, why do 
organizations continue to use them? Literature has 
demonstrated that "personality measures are valuable 
predictors of job performance" (Martin, Bowen, & Hunt,
18
2002, p. 247). In a study conducted by Donovan, Dwight, 
and Hurtz (2003), findings showed that organizations place 
strong emphasis on applicant scores for integrity, the Big 
5 Personality Inventory and bio-data in selection.
Specifically, the traits conscientiousness and achievement 
appear to be the two best predictors of job performance 
(Ellingson, Sackett, & Hough, 1999). There are several 
studies that demonstrate that applicants who do not fake 
will produce scores on personality tests that better 
predict j ob performance than those that do fake 
(Winkelspecht, Lewis, & Thomas, 2006). Thus, understanding 
and studying faking behavior is an important element in 
improving selection procedures. Essentially, as methods 
for identifying and preventing faking behavior improve, 
prediction of job performance will most likely be more 
accurate.
There are obvious concerns as it relates to faking on 
personality assessments. However, as long as organizations 
continue to request them, it will be the job of the I/O 
psychologists to continue to pursue an understanding, 
identification and prevention of faking on these tests. 
Therefore, given this information, this research will use 
the Big 5 Personality Inventory as the instrument for 
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measuring faking due to its prevalence in the applied 
setting.
Considering Context in Faking
In finding that a discrepancy exists in personality 
assessments between ease of faking and predictability of 
performance, another contribution to the ongoing 
controversy in this field is made. Revisiting the effects 
of contextual factors may be helpful in understanding this 
discrepancy. As Zerbe and Paulhus (2001) concluded, the 
extent to which socially desirable responding contaminates 
a selection procedure may depend on the context. For 
instance if we are assessing someone on the extent to 
which they engage in conformity, a high socially desirable 
response score would indicate that they are strong on 
conformity, demonstrating criterion-related validity.
Whereas, if we were assessing someone on turnover and they 
had a high socially desirable response score, that would 
not support criterion-related validity because the score 
wouldn't help explain why people leave. Rosse, Stetcher, 
Miller, and Levin (1998) found that personality measures 
are most effective in predicting job performance when 
specific and job related personality constructs are used.
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In other words, using an assessment that measures 
several irrelevant personality constructs may be indulgent 
and unnecessary. Whereas, using an assessment to measure 
those personality characteristics that best match an ideal 
employee could be more effective. Additionally, measuring 
all personality traits may give an applicant more 
opportunity to fake, resulting in a high overall score. 
However, if these characteristics don't represent the 
necessary characteristics of the job, the score may only 
lower job performance prediction. Perhaps, if 
organizations use personality assessments to test for 
characteristics essential to the target job, 
predictability increases and faking decreases.
Similar to the findings that the ability to fake may 
be dispositional, some researchers argue that socially 
desirable responding may be a stable personality trait 
that acts as a function of need for approval. 
Additionally, studies have found that people who score 
high on the socially desirable response scales also tend 
to score high on self esteem, need for achievement, 
adjustment ability and internal locus of control (Zerbe & 
Paulhus, 2001). This indicates that some degree of 
self-deception may actually be healthy and favorable in 
specific work environments. Therefore, there may be some 
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situations in which employers would want to hire employees 
who possess the ability to "fake good". Kirchner (1962) 
found that sales people are good at faking and fake often. 
Sales people need to be able to get people to like them, 
in order to sell, hence the ability to conform or alter 
their personality to match more closely to that of the 
customer, would be beneficial to an employer. In fact, 
Ruch and Ruch (1967) found that when a salesperson's 
socially desirable response score was corrected for on a 
personality measure, the predictability of their job 
performance decreased dramatically. Given this 
information, this research will study a specific job type, 
using a "fake-job". The term "fake-job", as it relates to 
faking, refers to a real job description, where 
participants are encouraged to participate in a selection 
procedure for research purposes with the knowledge that 
the actual availability of the job is removed (Mahar et 
al., 2005).
Furthermore, research demonstrates that warnings can 
act as a preventive measure for faking. Warnings consist 
of informing individuals that will be taking personality 
assessment tests that their responses can or will be 
verified. Hough (1998) found that warnings of response 
verification reduce faking. Warnings have shown to be an 
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effective technique because applicants are most likely to 
distort unverifiable responses (Rosse, Stetcher, Miller, & 
Levin, 1998). Additionally, warnings can consist of 
informing people that responding inaccurately on a 
personality assessment will result in some sort of 
punishment or an undesirable reaction from the assessor. 
This type of warning has also shown to be successful. For 
example, Donovan, Dwight, and Hurtz (2003) found that 
individuals are more likely to fake when their responses 
cannot be verified or when there is no foreseeable 
negative consequence. This may be the case because being 
caught faking would defeat the purpose of portraying one's 
self in a positive light. In other words, being caught 
faking could be more detrimental to one's image than 
scoring poorly on a personality test. For this study, 
warnings will be used by telling the participants that the 
computer program will be able to detect incongruent 
responses on the IPIP in the no fake condition.
Common Methods of Faking
In an effort to resolve much of the controversy and 
inconsistency in faking research, as well as, be better 
prepared to assist organizations it is necessary to 
understand the methods people use to fake. As previously
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mentioned, some believe that faking is an innate ability 
while others feel as though faking behavior is contextual. 
However, the majority of research tends to indicate that 
the ability to fake is both situational and dispositional. 
Furthermore, research has found that the three most 
commonly used methods for faking are stereotyping, prior 
knowledge and coaching. However, there is no evidence as 
to which method is most effective in faking good on 
personality assessments.
Mahar et al. (2006) found support that job applicants 
use preexisting stereotypes of employees within a target 
position and fake according to those stereotypes but with 
the negative characteristics of the stereotype removed. 
This technique has appeared to be relatively successful 
for many applicants. For instance, if someone is applying 
to be a sales person, they may stereotype salespeople as 
being friendly, outgoing and persistent so the applicant 
may choose to respond accordingly on a personality 
assessment. Others have theorized that if people have 
direct previous knowledge of personality constructs, they 
will be. more successful in faking. Specifically, if one 
was educated on the dimensions of the BIG five personality 
assessment prior to taking the assessment then they would 
receive a higher score. McFarland and Ryan (2006) found 
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that when people had knowledge of the personality 
constructs they were being measured for there was a 
significant difference in faking from those who were not 
provided with the same knowledge. Perhaps, studying for a 
personality assessment may not always guarantee a high 
score.
Finally, a study of inmates conducted by Steffen, 
Kroner, and Morgan (2007) suggests that when there is 
motivation to gain a shorter sentence, be let out on 
parole or get better jobs in prison, inmates sometimes 
fake on personality tests. The interesting part of this 
study is that it suggests that these inmates can be 
coached, usually by their attorneys, to perform well on 
the assessments. Furthermore, Zickar and Robie (1999, 
p. 552) discuss how research has demonstrated that 
"respondents who were coached on how to fake good had 
social desirability scores more similar to an honest group 
of respondents than a group told to fake good without 
coaching". This would indicate that coaching provides an 
advantage to the participant that intends on faking.
Additional support for the coaching method was 
demonstrated when Alliger and Dwight (2000) gave 
participants instructions on how to respond in a favorable 
way on an integrity test and found that their mean scores 
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were a half of a standard deviation above the mean scores 
for participants that were not coached. This research, as 
well as much of faking research, is limited by the fact 
that it is generally done in an experimental setting. 
Therefore, studied coaching methods rarely account for 
context. In other words, job specific coaching versus 
general personality assessment coaching may be more 
effective and more likely in an applied setting. For 
instance, if an applicant is being coached for a position, 
there is a high likelihood that the coach would be an 
incumbent. It is also probable that in a real world 
setting the coach would be providing personality 
assessment information that is relevant to the position in 
which the applicant is trying to attain. Therefore, the 
coaching method used in this study contains job specific 
information.
This experiment has been designed to investigate 
which methods of faking appear to be effective, and it 
compares the relative impact of dispositional and 
situational methods. This experiment tests the methods of 
stereotyping (dispositional), prior knowledge 
(dispositional), and coaching (situational) on the ability 
to fake an application for a sales job as measured by
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their scores on two dimensions of the IPIP Five Factor
Personality Inventory.
Hypothesis
It is predicted that after correcting for the 
variance explained by the directive to fake or not fake, 
stereotyping, prior knowledge of personality constructs, 
and the presence or absence of coaching will account for 
additional variance in both conscientiousness and 
extraversion, the two factors from the BIG 5 that best 
predict sales performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991). 
Specifically, it is predicted that prior knowledge, 
stereotyping, and coaching (dummy coded) will be 
positively correlated with the Conscientiousness and 





A total of 271 students enrolled in at least one 
psychology course from California State University, San 
Bernardino, volunteered to participate in this experiment. 
In an effort to achieve medium power at alpha = .05' 
Cohen's power table (Cohen, 1992) was used. A power 
analysis for a multiple regression analysis indicated that 
271 participants would provide power of .80 for predictors 
of medium effect size. The final sample was comprised of 
230 women and 41 men. The participants had a mean age of 
24 with a standard deviation of 7.7 years of age. 
Additionally, 19.2% of the participants were freshman, 
19.6% were sophomores, 28.8% were juniors and 32.1% were 
seniors.
The students varied greatly in their majors (see 
Table 1). Given that one of the faking methods is prior 
knowledge and it was expected that psychology majors will 
have had more exposure to personality research, this 
sample should provide variability due to the different 
student backgrounds. Pending instructor approval, 
participants were given extra credit to be used in a 
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course of their choice. All participants were treated in 
accordance with the "Ethical Principles of Psychologists 
and Code of Conduct" (American Psychological Association, 
1992).
Measures
International Personality Item Pool Five Factor 
Personality Inventory
The personality test that was used is the 
International Personality Item Pool (Buchanan, 2001), Five 
Factor Personality Inventory (Appendix A). This 41-item 
test uses a 5-point Likert-type scale, with responses 
ranging from 1 (Very Inaccurate) to 5 (Very Accurate). 
This instrument was chosen based on it's psychometric 
properties (Chronbach's Alpha for Openness is .74, 
Conscientiousness is .84, Extraversion is .88, 
Agreeableness is .76 and Neuroticism is .83), short length 
and it's ability to measure the five factors of 
personality, which are; openness, conscientiousness, 
extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992). Furthermore, as previously discussed, this 
model is the most commonly used in organizational 
selection (Donovan, Dwight, & Hurtz, 2003)therefore its 
use should increase the validity of this experiment. Since 
this study uses a manipulation involving a fake job' 
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profile for salespeople, the factors that were measured in 
this experiment condition are conscientiousness and 
extraversion as research finds these two factors best 
predict sales job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991). It 
should be noted that the factor, extraversion "reflects 
preference for, and behavior, in social situations" and 
the factor, conscientiousness reflects the extent to which 
people are "organized and persistent in pursuing their 
goals" (Buchanan, 2001).
Stereotypes of Salespeople Scale
Also used was the Stereotypes of Salespeople Scale
(Appendix B) which was assembled using the research 
findings of Stafford and Stafford (2003). In this study, 
40 randomly selected, purchasing professionals created a 
list of 65 terms describing salespeople through free 
association. Stafford and Stafford (2003) then performed 
an exploratory factor analysis and were able to retain 40 
terms divided into 3 factors; negative perceptions, 
perceptions of competence and perceptions of sociability. 
These 40 terms were used to create the 40 items in the 
Stereotypes of Salespeople Scale, which uses a 5-point 
Likert-type rating scales, with responses ranging from 
1(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). To ensure the 
internal consistency of the scale, rational test 
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development was used to write the items (Shultz & Whitney, 
2005).
Approximately one-third of the items were reverse 
coded to identify responses that were inconsistent and 
prevent acquiescence. Even though there are three factors, 
the scale was scored using one total score and should 
provide a good internal consistency across all items with 
the total possible score on the Stereotypes of Salespeople 
Scale being 200. As previously discussed, stereotyping a 
job profile is considered a method for faking good, when 
the stereotypes match well with the job profile. It is 
predicted that high scores on this scale will indicate the 
extent to which participants match stereotypes well with 
the salesperson job profile.
Knowledge of Personality Constructs Test
Finally, the Knowledge of Personality Constructs Test 
was used (Appendix C). It was developed specifically for 
this experiment through the use of Costa and McCrae's 
(1985) research and development of the Five Factor Model. 
The test consists of ten multiple-choice questions. Each 
test item was constructed using information from the Costa 
and McCrae (1985) article. Some items were written to be 
more difficult than other items, to increase the 
variability of scores across participants. The measure is 
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intended to provide a score demonstrating each 
participant's knowledge of personality constructs and 




This experiment was administered entirely through the 
web-based program, SurveyMonkey. Participants were not 
monitored visually by way of a lab. Instead, they 
completed the experiment on their own time and on a 
computer of their choice. Once the participant had logged 
on to SurveyMonkey and selected this experiment, the 
screen displayed an informed consent statement, in 
accordance with IRB policy, in which the participant 
acknowledged their understanding and voluntary 
participation (Appendix D).
Demographics
After completing the informed consent, participants 
were directed to a new screen where they provided basic 
demographical information including age, sex, year in 
college and major.
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Stereotyping and Prior Knowledge (Dispositional 
Method)
Participants were then directed to and completed an 
electronic version of the Stereotypes of Salespeople 
Survey. Upon completion, participants were redirected to 
take the Knowledge of Personality Constructs Test. 
Coaching (Situational Method)
Immediately following completion of the first three 
measures, half of the participants were redirected to a 
new screen that contains a job description of a 
salesperson (Appendix E) and the other half received a 
placebo reading (Appendix F).
Fake or No Fake Condition
Upon completion of reading the job description half 
of the participants were redirected to a screen containing 
instructions (Appendix G) to "fake-good" and respond as if 
they were applying for a salesperson position on the IPIP. 
The other half of the participants were redirected to a 
screen containing instructions to respond honestly 
(Appendix I) on the IPIP. Upon completion of reading the 
placebo description half of the participants were 
redirected to a screen containing instructions (Appendix 
G) to "fake-good" and respond as if they were applying for 
a salesperson position on the IPIP. The other half of the 
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participants were redirected to a screen containing 
instructions to respond honestly (Appendix I) on the 
subsequent IPIP. Finally, participants saw a debriefing 
statement on their screen (Appendix H). This study took 





The means, standard deviations, coefficient alphas, 
as well as the minimum and maximum values can be seen in 
Table 2. These means, standard deviations and alpha's are 
consistent with the IPIP literature that developed these 
scales (Buchanan, 2001). The extraversion measure, the 
conscientiousness measure, and the Stereotypes of 
Salespeople Scale demonstrated strong reliability. As for 
most tests that evaluate a diverse set of facts, the 
Knowledge of Personality Constructs Test demonstrated 
lower reliability with a coefficient alpha of .42-. A 
factor analysis was conducted on the Knowledge of 
Personality Constructs Test but there were no discernable 
sub-factors found. Anastasi and Urbina (Anastasi & Urbina, 
1997) suggest that knowledge tests tap into multiple 
constructs, and often do not produce good internal 
consistency reliability. Furthermore, they propose that 
test-retest or parallel forms assessments are better ways 
of evaluating the reliability of content exams.
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Screening
There were 24 cases in which data was missing (less 
than 5% of the total data). As all of these cases involved 
a single missing item from a scale, modal insertions were 
conducted for those specific items, thus resolving all 
missing cases. To screen for normality, histograms with 
superimposed normal curves were used (see Figures 1-4). 
All continuous measures approximated normal distributions. 
Using a criteria of 3.5 standard deviations above or below 
the means, one outlier with a z-score of -3.73 on the 
conscientiousness factor on the IPIP scale was detected 
and removed from the sample.
Regression Results
There was no evidence of multicollinearity among the 
predictor variables (stereotyping Tolerance = .999, prior 
knowledge Tolerance = .998, and Coaching or No Coaching 
Tolerance = .623). There is a significant and moderate 
correlation among stereotyping and prior knowledge on both 
Conscientiousness and Extraversion. The rest of the 
correlations among predictors are near zero (See Tables 5 
& 6). To test for the assumption of linearity, 
scatterplots were used to look for nonlinear trends (see 
Figures 5 & 6). Finally, visually the points on the- 
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residual plots for both analyses are equally distributed 
above and below the regression line, meeting the 
assumption of homoscedasticity (see Figures 7 & 8). 
However, on the residual plot for the analyses using 
conscientiousness it appears there was a ceiling effect, 
which may be due to this factor's tendency to contain 
transparent favorable responses.
The hypothesis that the use of all three methods 
associated with successful faking will produce higher 
scores on the factors. Conscientiousness and Extraversion 
as measured by the IPIP was partially supported. These 
results were found by performing a hierarchical multiple 
regression, using a standard entry of the three predictors 
(prior knowledge, stereotyping and coaching) after an 
initial entry of the faking condition variable. For 
extraversion, in Model 1 (See Table 3), faking or no 
faking was a significant predictor (R Square = .074, 
F (1, 268) = 21.26, p < .001). In Model 2, stereotyping, 
prior knowledge and coaching were added to the model and 
an additional 9% of the variance was explained. This model 
was significant, and the R square change also was 
significant (R Square Change = .097, F (3, 256) = 10.34, 
p < .001). The beta coefficients in this model were 
significant for faking or no faking and for stereotyping.
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However, coefficients were not significant for prior 
knowledge and coaching or no coaching. After correcting 
for the variance explained by faking or no faking, 
stereotyping had the greatest effect on extraversion 
scores. Prior knowledge, although not significant, 
demonstrated some effect. Coaching or no coaching had 
virtually no effect on extraversion scores.
For the outcome of conscientiousness, in model 1, 
Faking or no faking was also a significant predictor 
(R Square = .17, F (1, 268) = 55.87, p < .001). In model 
2, stereotyping, prior knowledge and coaching were added 
to the model, and an additional 17% of the variance was 
explained (See Table 4). This model was significant, and 
the R square change also was significant (R Square 
Change = .172, F (3, 265) = 23.16, p < .001). The beta 
coefficients were significant for faking or no faking, 
stereotyping, and prior knowledge. However, the 
coefficient for coaching or no coaching was not 
significant. After correcting for the variance explained 
by faking or no faking, stereotyping had the greatest 
effect on conscientiousness scores. Interestingly, prior 
knowledge also demonstrated a significant effect on 
conscientiousness scores, whereas it did not in 
extraversion scores. However, coaching or no coaching 
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still had no significant effect on conscientiousness 
scores.
After correcting for the variance explained by the 
directive to fake or not fake, the dispositional factor of 
stereotyping accounted for additional variance in both 
conscientiousness and extraversion, the two factors from 
the BIG 5 that best predict sales performance (Barrick & 
Mount, 1991). Prior knowledge of personality constructs (a 
dispositional method) also accounted for additional 
variance in the conscientiousness outcome. However, the 
situational method of coaching did not produce higher 
scores on either conscientiousness or extraversion.
Supplemental Results
The means, standard deviations, and coefficient 
alphas for the three stereotype subscale predictors 
(Negative Perceptions, Competence and Sociability) can be 
seen in Table 7. There was no evidence of 
multicollinearity among the three stereotype subscale 
predictor variables (Negative Perceptions 
Tolerance = 1.000, Competence Tolerance = .993, and 
Sociability Tolerance = .997). There are significant 
correlations among all stereotype subscale predictor 
39
variables on both Conscientiousness and Extraversion (See 
Tables 10 & 11).
These results were found by performing a hierarchical 
multiple regression, using a standard entry of the three 
stereotype subscale predictors (negative perceptions, 
competence and sociability) after an initial entry of the 
faking condition variable. For extraversion, in Model 1 
(See Table 8), faking or no faking was a significant 
predictor (R Square = .074, F (1, 268) =21.26, p < .001). 
In Model 2, negative perceptions, competence, sociability, 
knowledge and coaching or no coaching were added to the 
model and an additional 10% of the variance was explained. 
This model was significant, and the R square change also 
was significant (R Square Change = .104,
F (5, 263) = 6.69, p < .001). The beta coefficients in 
this model were significant for faking or no faking and 
sociability. However, coefficients were not significant 
for negative perceptions or competence. After correcting 
for the variance explained by faking or no faking, 
sociability had the greatest effect on extraversion 
scores. Competence, although not significant/ demonstrated 
some effect. Negative Perceptions had virtually no effect 
on extraversion scores.
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For the outcome of conscientiousness, in model 1, 
Faking or No Faking was also a significant predictor 
(R Square = .17,' F (1, 268) = 55.87, p < .001). In model 
2, negative perceptions, competence, sociability, 
knowledge and coaching or no coaching were added to the 
model, and an additional 20% of the variance was explained 
(See Table 9). This model was significant, and the R 
square change also was significant (R Square 
Change = .199, F (5, 263) = 16.63, p < .001). The beta 
coefficients were significant for faking or no faking and 
competence. However, the coefficients for negative 
perceptions and sociability were not significant. After 
correcting for the variance explained by faking or no 
faking, competence had the greatest effect on 
conscientiousness scores. Interestingly, competence 
demonstrated a significant effect on conscientiousness 
scores, whereas it did not in extraversion scores but 
sociability did. However, negative perceptions still had 
no significant effect on conscientiousness scores. After 
correcting for the variance explained by the directive to 
fake or not fake, the stereotype subscale of negative 
perceptions did not account for additional variance in 
either conscientiousness or extraversion, the two factors 
from the BIG 5 that best predict sales performance
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(Barrick & Mount, 1991). Competence accounted for 
additional variance in the conscientiousness outcome.
Additionally, sociability produced higher scores on 





Situational versus Dispositional 
Approach to Faking
As hypothesized, stereotyping (dispositional method) 
was found to be an effective method of faking on both the 
conscientiousness and extraversion factors. Furthermore, 
the standardized beta for stereotyping was relatively 
large in comparison to the other two. This suggests that 
stereotyping could possibly be the most effective method 
of faking studied in this experiment. Additionally, the 
stereotyping subscale of competence had the greatest 
effect on conscientiousness scores. Whereas, the 
stereotyping subscale of sociability had the greatest 
effect on extraversion scores. These supplemental findings 
are consistent with the constructs of the factors from the 
IPIP. In other words, to be conscientiousness, a person 
must be competent and to be extraverted, a person must be 
sociable. Prior to this study, there has been much 
research on stereotyping in faking (Mahar et al., 2006), 
and it has consistently been found to be a commonly used 
response strategy. However, there is relatively little 
research explicitly comparing stereotyping to other 
methods. Therefore, this study adds to stereotyping in 
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faking research by providing data on the relative 
magnitude of the effectiveness of the method.
Prior knowledge of personality constructs
(dispositional method) was found to be an effective method 
of faking on the conscientiousness factor but not on the 
extraversion factor. There is limited research on this 
particular method. Therefore, to explore this result, it 
might be pertinent to consider the nature of the two 
factors from the IPIP. The items on the IPIP for 
conscientiousness may lend themselves to more transparent 
responses (Costa & McRae, 1988), especially on a selection 
measure, making this factor easier to fake, when compared 
to extraversion. In other words, items on 
conscientiousness such as "I carry out my plans" were 
obviously ideal responses as compared to items on 
extraversion such as "I am the life of the party." 
Therefore, it is possible that the participants were going 
to have higher scores on conscientiousness than 
extraversion regardless of their prior knowledge of 
personality constructs. It is important to note that, 
although prior knowledge did not significantly increase 
scores on the factor extraversion, the method came close. 
Altogether, these results support the contention that 
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people utilize their knowledge of personality constructs 
to fake on personality assessments.
One of the longest and most debated controversies in 
faking research centers around whether faking behavior is 
situational or dispositional. Therefore, this experiment 
studied both situational and dispositional approaches to 
faking in an effort to address this controversy. This 
study found that the dispositional methods of faking 
increased scores on the factors from the IPIP, whereas the 
situational method did not. While these results suggest 
the relative import of dispositional factors over the 
situational variable, one must consider the relative 
strength of the coaching manipulation in this particular 
study. Though the coaching method (situational) did not 
demonstrate an increase in scores on either the 
conscientiousness or extraversion factor in this study, 
these results are incongruent with, previous research 
(Alliger & Dwight, 2000). This may be due to the fact that 
the materials used to coach participants in this study 
were intended to provide an applied setting context. Much 
of the previous research has coached participants 
specifically on how to attain high scores on a personality 
assessment without any job specific job information. This 
research utilized a job description that included 
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information on desired personality traits in an effort to 
capture the type of coaching that would most likely occur 
between a job incumbent and a job applicant. It is 
possible that the administration of this instrument was 
not as directly relevant to the outcome variables tested. 
It also is possible That, in an attempt to minimize the 
amount of information the participant needed to 
comprehend, the job description failed to provide enough 
information to adequately coach the participant. The type 
of coaching and the manner in which coaching occurs are 
important considerations for future faking research.
Limitations
The limitations in this study include those that are 
specific to this study and those that are inherent with 
most studies in faking research. Limitations include 
issues with generalizability from the research to the 
real-world context. As discussed previously, it is 
possible that the job description used in the coaching 
condition would not be as salient to a research 
participant as it. would be to an actual job applicant. 
Previous researchers have suggested that there is a 
problem linking research on faking to the actual 
organizational setting. Ones, Dilchert, Visvwesvaran, and 
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Judge (2007) state that "there is emerging consensus among 
those who study faking and response distortion that faking 
demand effects in lab studies document a different 
phenomenon than response distortion among job applicants" 
(p. 8). However, bridging this gap poses many limitations 
as a vast majority of psychological research is conducted 
in the collegiate lab setting. This is in part because the 
potential for studying faking within an actual 
organization is limited due to restricted access, 
proprietary boundaries, and small sample sizes.
Nevertheless, this study attempted to provide real life 
circumstances that would help to make the outcomes more 
generalizable to an applied setting. The fake-job profile 
of a salesperson was intended to make the coaching 
condition, specifically the use of the salesperson job 
description, more realistic.
Unfortunately, studies such as this one will always 
lack the mundane reality of providing the incentive of 
gaining an actual job. Fabricated incentives do not 
substitute for the actual incentive of attaining a job, 
and therefore cannot capture the same magnitude of effect 
on intention to fake (McFarland & Ryan, 2006). Previous 
research has employed monetary incentives, but this 
research project was not funded. Nevertheless, warnings 
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were used in an attempt to deter participants in the not 
faking good condition from engaging in faking behavior. 
Studies show that when participants are under the 
impression that responses are not verifiable, faking 
behavior increases (Detrick & Chibnail, 2008).
Furthermore, McFarland and Ryan (2006) found that warnings 
decreased both the intention to fake and faking behavior.
However, when participants had prior knowledge of 
personality constructs, warnings may not have been 
effective. Specifically, studies have found that if a 
participant is being told they will be tested for faking, 
the behavior may be inhibited, but when participants have 
prior knowledge, faking may be enhanced (McFarland & Ryan, 
2006). In other words, if people felt they have an 
educated platform from which to fake, they may have been 
less concerned with response verification and less 
deterred by the warnings.
Implications and Suggestions for Future Research
This research investigates three methods of faking 
and their relative effectiveness on faking behavior. As 
the research relates to stereotyping, it implies that not 
only can individuals use stereotypes to increase scores on 
personality assessments, they are effective in doing so.
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This supports previous research that "stereotyping is 
central to faking behavior" (Mahar et al. , 2005, p. 1377) 
and implies that stereotyping may .be the most effective. 
In simple language, the better an applicant is at 
accurately stereotyping the ideal job profile of the 
position for which they are applying, the better they will 
be at faking.
The results for the method, prior knowledge of 
personality constructs indicate that this may be an 
effective method of faking on certain factors from the Big 
5. Also, depending on the position an applicant is 
applying for, this method may become increasingly more 
effective. For example, if the position requires a 
bachelor's degree, there is a higher probability that the 
applicant would have knowledge of personality constructs 
given that personality theory is often introduced at the 
undergraduate level. Finally, these results did not 
support coaching as an effective method of faking, but 
limitations were noted, and further research on coaching 
in a job-specific context is necessary.
Organizations and research may benefit from the 
implications of this study, especially as it relates to 
the faking methods, stereotyping and prior knowledge. 
Organizations may benefit from incorporating a variety of 
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selection procedures specific to stereotyping.
Specifically, selection procedures might control for job 
related transparent responses or use measures such as the 
Stereotyping of Salespeople Scale to measure an 
applicant's stereotypes. For instance, if an applicant is 
applying for a salesperson position, a personality 
assessment might include items that measure 
conscientiousness using a different job example, such as, 
"If I were a manager, I would constantly be available to 
my employees." By using a different position than the one 
for which a person is applying, the test may better 
capture the applicant's true score on conscientiousness. 
Conversely, an argument can be made that the extent to 
which an applicant is able to successfully stereotype the 
"ideal employee" might indicate desirable characteristics, 
such as, social adaptability. Therefore, perhaps measures 
such as the Stereotyping of Salespeople Scale could be 
used as an initial screening process in which low scores 
may indicate an undesirable candidate. Of course, further 
stereotype testing also would lend itself to faking 
research in general, which could contribute to the 
development of faking prevention or identification 
procedures.
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Organizations also might benefit from providing a 
brief test or survey to measure one's prior knowledge of 
personality constructs when intending to use a personality 
assessment. If the individual has a comprehensive 
understanding or extensive exposure to personality 
constructs, an organization might use a different 
selection procedure, such as a situational judgment test. 
The same concept could be suggested for coaching. In the 
event an applicant is referred by or acknowledges a 
relationship with an internal candidate, a variation of 
the normally used selection procedure could be utilized. 
Also, perhaps asking the applicant if they have been 
coached may indicate pre-existing knowledge of the method, 
and act as a warning to deter faking behavior.
Although, this research does not completely resolve 
any of the deeply rooted controversies in faking research, 
hopefully it helps to further understanding of the ways in 
which applicants may perform the behavior. First, it has 
been noted that some of the controversy in faking research 
can be accounted for by a lack of theory. As Holden, 
Kroner, Fekken, and Popham (1992) state, "a general model 
of faking would both offer insight into how to test 
respondents dissimulate and provide a framework for 
developing indices to detect faking" (p. 272). In other 
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words, rather than studying several different random 
aspects of this behavior, it may be more efficient and 
more comprehensive if all researchers start studying 
faking from the same platform. As previously suggested, 
McFarland and Ryan's (2006) theory based model of faking 
is a solid foundation for further development.
Barrick and Mount (1995) suggest that these 
controversies can best be dissected into three conceptual 
categories, including the validity of personality 
assessments, an applicant's ability to distort their 
scores, and the prevalence of faking. Results of this 
study contribute to the potential understanding of the 
validity of’personality assessments. Better understanding 
of faking methods can lead to the development of better 
assessment and selection tests. By learning something 
about how people fake, we can better evaluate the 
potential risks to the validity of personality assessments 
in organizational selection (Furnham, 1997; Costa & 
McCrae, 1988; Winkelspecht, Lewis, & Thomas, 2006). 
Furthermore, if selection assessments were consequently 
designed to minimize their susceptibility to faking 
through the use of a theory-based model of faking, their 
validity may increase.
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The third contribution from this study relates to 
another of the three conceptual categories of Barrick and 
Mount's (1995) statement regarding the faking controversy: 
an applicant's ability to distort their scores on a 
selection measure. This study adds further evidence 
regarding an applicant's ability to distort their score on 
a selection measure, and contributes some knowledge of how 
it is done. Results of this study indicated that, the 
simple motivation to fake does not account for all of the 
variance in subsequent faking behavior. In addition to the 
motivation to fake, the use of dispositional-based methods 
appear central to faking success.
Finally, it is important to consider context when 
studying faking research. Although, it is often difficult 
to conduct research in the applied setting, it is equally 
difficult to generalize results from a research setting 
due to lack of mundane reality. Suggestions for 
incorporating context in this field of research would 
include gaining access to more representative applicant 
pools and incorporating simulated job elements into 
research conducted outside of the applied setting. The 
more research conducted in the applied setting, the closer 
researchers will come, to a comprehensive model of faking, 
the development of prevention strategies, and the
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INTERNATIONAL PERSONALITY ITEM POOL
FIVE FACTOR MODEL SURVEY
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IPIP Five Factor Model Survey
Response Scale
l=Very Inaccurate 2=Moderately Inaccurate 3=Neutral 4=ModerateIy Accurate 5=Very Accurate
Items ' Factor (R=reverse coded)
1. I tend to vote for conservative political candidates. Openness to Experience-R
2. I have frequent mood swings. Neuroticism
3. I am not easily bothered by things. Neuroticism-R
4. I believe in the importance of art. Openness to Experience
5. I am the life of the party. Extraversion
6. Iam skilled in handling social situations. Extraversion
7. I am always prepared. Conscientiousness
8. I make plans and stick to them. Conscientiousness
9. I dislike myself. Neuroticism
10. I respect others. Agreeableness
11. I insult people. Agreeableness-R
12. I seldom feel blue. Neuroticism-R
13. I don’t like to draw attention to myself. Extraversion-R
14. I carry out my plans. Conscientiousness
15. Iam not interested in abstract ideas. Openness to Experience-R
16. I make friends easily. Extraversion
17. 1 tend to vote for liberal political candidates. Openness to Experience
18. I know how to captivate people. Extraversion
19. I believe that others have good intentions. Agreeableness
20. I do just enough work to get by. Conscientiousness-R
21. I find it difficult to get down to work. Conscientiousness-R
22. I panic easily. Neuroticism
23. I avoid philosophical discussions. Openness to Experience-R
24. I accept people as they are. Agreeableness
25. I do not enjoy going to art museums. Openness to Experience-R
26. I pay attention to details. Conscientiousness
27. I keep in the background. Extraversion-R
28. I feel comfortable with myself. Neuroticism-R
29. I waste my time. Conscientiousness-R
30. I get back at others. Agreeableness-R
31. I get chores done right away. Conscientiousness
32. I don’t talk a lot. Extraversion-R
33. Iam often down in the dumps. Neuroticism
34. I shirk my duties. Conscientiousness-R
35. I do not like art. Openness to Experience-R
36. I often feel blue. Neuroticism
37. I cut others to pieces. Agreeableness-R
38. I have a good word for everyone. Agreeableness
39. I don’t see things through. Conscientiousness-R
40. I feel comfortable around people. Extraversion
41. I have little to say. Extraversion-R
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APPENDIX B
STEREOTYPES OF SALESPEOPLE SURVEY
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Items
Stereotypes of Salespeople Survey
Factor I: Negative perceptions
1. A good salesperson is considerate of the customer’s needs.*
2. A good salesperson is patient with customers *
3. A good salesperson has to be somewhat obnoxious to close a sale,
4. After an encounter with a good salesperson, I sometimes feel aggravated.
5. A good salesperson talks slowly.*
6. A good salesperson is aggressive.
7. Even a good salesperson has to be a jerk sometimes to close a sale.
8. A good salesperson is never rude to customers*
9. Successful salespeople are always prepared.*
10. A good salesperson is always professional*
11. A good salesperson puts a lot of pressure on the customer to buy.
12. If the customer won’t buy, a good salesperson is able to patronize the customer into buying.
13. When a customer is wavering on buying, a good salesperson nags them until they do.
14. A good salesperson doesn’t get overzealous about closing a sale.*
15. A good salesperson overpowers the conversation with the customer.
16. Sometimes a good salesperson needs to trick a customer into buying.
17. When involved in a customer interaction, a good salesperson has to think of their own financial needs.
18. A good salesperson listens to what the customer wants instead of being hard-headed and only focused on 
closing the sale.*
19. Even a good salesperson has to bend the truth a little to close a sale.
20. A good salesperson has to be smart.*
21. A good salesperson is never passive with customers. *
22. Sometimes a good salesperson has to be somewhat of a nuisance to the customer in order to close a sale. 
Factor 2: Perceptions of competence
23. A good salesperson is able to help the customer with all their needs.
24. There are specific employment qualifications that a good salesperson will be able to meet
25. A good salesperson is knowledgeable about the product they are selling.
26. A good salesperson doesn’t have time to be conscientious, they need to focus on closing the sale.*
27. A good salesperson doesn’t need to care about the product, they just need to sell it.*
28. A good salesperson is informative.
29. A good salesperson is never lazy.
30. A good salesperson is really just a good ordertaker.*
Factor 3: Perceptions of sociability
31. A good salesperson is friendly.
32. It is not the job of the salesperson to be thoughtful about the customer’s needs or wants.*
33. A good salesperson is pleasant.
34. Sometimes a good salesperson has to be mean to close a sale.*
35. A good salesperson is cordial to the customers.
36. Being courteous is not essential to being a good salesperson *
37. A good salesperson is outgoing.
38. It is a good salesperson’s job to be concerned with customer issues or problems.
39. A good salesperson cooperates with their customers.
40. Being easy to like is not essential to being a good salesperson *
Response Scale




KNOWLEDGE OF PERSONALITY CONSTRUCTS TEST
59
Knowledge of Personality Constructs Test
1. The “Big Five” refers to:
a. five key researchers in the development of personality theory
b. the five most important applications of personality tests
c. a descriptive model of cognitive abilities
d. a descriptive model of personality*















5. Which of the following might be the most important trait for a successful 
salesperson?
a. the ability to feel others’ emotions
b. feeling comfortable around people*
c. changing mood a lot
d. having a vivid imagination
6. Someone who is “conscientious” would exhibit all of the following except:
a. seeks a variety of experiences*
b. shows self-discipline
c. aims for achievement
d. prefers planned rather than spontaneous behavior
7. If I wanted to convince someone I was extraverted, I would describe myself as:
a. the “life of the party”*
b. someone who prefers to be alone
c. a “worrier”
d. having a rich vocabulary
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9. If one wanted to look good in a job interview, which trait below should be 
accentuated?
a. controlling and regulating impulses*
b. sympathizing with others’ feelings
c. the tendency to experience negative emotions
d. holding unconventional and individualistic beliefs











You are invited to participate in a study designed to investigate human behavior in 
selection procedures, specifically, personality assessments. You may withdraw from 
this study at any given time without any consequences. This study is being conducted 
by Devon Fell under the supervision of Dr. Matt Riggs. This study has been approved 
by the Department of Psychology Institutional Review Board Sub-Committee of the 
California State University, San Bernardino. A copy of the official Psychology IRB 
stamp of approval should appear somewhere on this page.
You will be asked to complete one knowledge assessment, two different surveys, one 
of which will be given three times and provide some demographic information. The 
study should take approximately 45 minutes to complete. No foreseeable risks will be 
involved in this study beyond those of everyday life, and no direct benefits will result 
for you as an individual. Compensation for your participation will be offered in the 
form of extra credit, however, it will be up to your instructor to accept it. All data will 
be reported in group form only, and no names will be collected. When you have 
completed the survey, you will receive a debriefing statement describing the study in 
more detail. In order to ensure the validity of the study, we ask that you not to discuss 
this study with other participants. For any questions or comments regarding this 
survey, contact Devon Fell at DFell@csusb.edu.
Please read the following before indicating that you are willing to participate.
1. The study has been explained to me and I understand the explanation that has 
been given and what my participation will involve.
2. I understand that I am free to choose not to participate in this study without 
penalty, free to stop at any time and am free to choose not to answer any 
questions that make me uncomfortable. Of-course, we hope you will choose to 
answer all the questions, as they are important to the results of this study.
3. I understand that my response will remain anonymous, but that group results of 
this study will be made available to me at my request.
4. I understand that, at my request, I can receive additional explanations of this 
study after my participation is completed.
Please place an “X”, in the space provided below to acknowledge that you are at least 
18 years old and have read and understand the statements above. By marking the space 
below you give consent to participate voluntarily in this study.
Thank you very much for your time and participation. It is greatly appreciated.
Type an “X” here:______






Retail Salesperson Job Description
Instructions: Read the following description:
Job Description
Sales representatives assist customers with the purchase of wireless equipment and 
service in a retail location. Provides customer service with equipment and billing 
issues. Takes initiative to stay educated of latest technical information.
General Functions & Requirements
1. Sell wireless devices, related accessories, rate plans and additional features.
2. Must be outgoing, enthusiastic and energetic.
3. Must be able to resolve customer objections or issues in a professional manner.
4. Position requires representatives to meet specified sales quotas.
5. Ability to multi-task needed.
6. Ability to retain a lot of information regarding technical issues.
7. Focus on increasing revenue by up-selling and offering promotions.
8. Ability to build rapport with strangers, good social skills.
9. Required to handle administrative responsibilities, such as paperwork filing
10. Cold calling and small business sales






Instructions: Read the following description.
Time Management
Feeling as though you are unorganized, procrastinating, taking on too much, or not 
using time effectively can often cause stress. Many people use time management as a 
way to manage stress. Below are some effective methods for managing time and stress.
Methods & Techniques for Time Management
1. Keep a calendar, planner, personal digital assistant or organizer.
2. Set short term, medium term and long term goals helps in planning.
3. Goals should be specific, measurable, attainable, relevant and time.
4. Get rid of clutter both literally and figuratively.
5. Understand the difference between urgent and important tasks.
6. Make time for yourself.
7. Learn to say “no” to tasks that don’t fit in to your schedule or aren’t important.
8. Don’t take on more than you can handle.
9. Remember to breathe and take an appropriate amount of breaks.
10. Keep daily “to-do” lists.






Instructions: Pretend as though you are applying to become a retail sales person. 
Please respond to each of the following questions, in a manner in which you feel will 
SECURE YOU THIS JOB. In other words, you want to respond with answers that 







This study is being used in a thesis for an Industrial Organizational Psychology 
Graduate Student from California State University, San Bernardino. This experiment 
looks at the different impression management methods that job applicants use when 
attempting to get hired. It is intended that your responses will provide greater 
understanding of these methods. The results of this study will be used for educational 
purposes only. Your identity will remain anonymous at all times. If you experience 
any negative side effects from this experiment, would like to receive information on 
the general results or have any questions, please contact Devon Fell at 
dfell@csusb.edu or Matt Riggs at mriggs@csusb.edu. In order to ensure the validity of 






Instructions: Respond to each of the following questions honestly. In the event, that 
you are not truthful, the system will recognize your response as false and your 
participation will not be included in this experiment. Your identity will be kept 
completely anonymous.
73






















Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations and Coefficient Alpha’s for the 
Stereotypes of Salespeople Scale, Knowledge of Personality Constructs Test 
and IPIP for the factors Extraversion and Conscientiousness
Scale
Number of 





IPIP Extraversion 9 2.0 5.0 3.60 0.57 0.87
IPIP Conscientiousness 10 2.1 5.2 4.10 0.75 0.90
Stereotypes of Scalespeople Scale 40 11 18.2 15.30 1.69 0.88
Knowledge of Personality 
Constructs Test 10 0 1.0 0.44 0.18 0.42
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Table 3: Extraversion
R R Square Adj. R Square R Square Change F Change P change
“Model 1 0,27 0.07 0.07 0.07 21.27 0.000
Variables B Std. B t P
**Fake/No Fake 0.31 0.27 4.61 0.000
R R Square Adj. R Square R Square Change F Change P change
“Model 2 0.41 0.17 0.16 0.10 10.34 0.000
Variables B Std. B t P
**Fake/No Fake 0.32 0.28 3.87 0.000
**Stereotyping 0.09 0.27 4.52 0.000
Prior Knowledge 0.31 0.10 1.65 0.100
Coach/No Coach 0.00 -0.00 -0.01 0.993
* indicates significance at the p < .05 level 
** indicates significance at the p < .01 level
Table 4: Conscientiousness
R R Square Adj. R Square R Square Change F Change P change
“Model 1 0.42 0.17 0.17 0.17 55.87 0.000
Variables B Std. B f P
**Fake/No Fake 0.63 0.42 7.48 0.000
R R Square Adj. R Square R Square Change F Change P change
“Model 2 0.59 0.34 0.34 0.17 23.16 0.000
Variables B Std. B t P
**Fake/No Fake 0.68 0.45 7.16 0.000
**Stereotyping 0.14 0.33 6.22 0.000
*Prior Knowledge 0.68 0.17 3.18 0.002
Coach/No Coach -0.09 -0.06 -0.92 0.359
* indicates significance at the p < .05 level 
** indicates significance at the p < .01 level
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Prior Knowledge 0.29“ 0.31“ 1.00
Coaching or No Coaching 0.21“ -0.01 -0.03 1.00
‘Correlation is significant at the .05 level (one-tailed) 
“Correlation is significant at the .01 level (one-tailed)
Table 6: Pearson correlations among Extraversion, Stereotyping, Prior 
Knowledge and Coaching





Prior Knowledge 0.20“ 0.31* 1.00
Coaching or No Coaching 0.16* -0.01 -0.03 1.00
‘Correlation is significant at the .05 level (one-tailed) 
“Correlation is significant at the .01 level (one-tailed)
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Negative Perceptions 22 82.34 11.97 0.86
Competence 8 32.02 4.23 0.70






Change F Change P change
'★Model 1 0.27 0.07 0.07 0.07 21.27 0.000
Variables B Std. B t P





Change F Change P change
"Model 2 0.42 0.18 0.16 0.10 6.69 0.000
Variables B Std. B t P -
**Fake/No Fake 0.33 0.28 3.97 0.000
Negative Perceptions 0.00 -0.03 -0.43 0.670
Competence 0.02 0.15 1.69 0.093
*Soci ability 0.02 0.18 2.09 0.038
Knowledge 0.23 0.19 1.22 0.223
Coaching/No Coaching 0.01 0.08 0.17 0.867
* indicates significance at the p < .05 level 









Change F Change P change
**Model
1 0.42 0.17 0.17 0.17 55.871 0.000
Variables B Std. B t P







Change F Change P change
★★Model
2 0.59 0.34 0.34 0.17 23.16 0.000
Variables B Std.B t P
**Fake/No Fake 0.68 0.45 7.16 0.000
**Negative 
Perceptions 0.14 0.33 6.22 0.000
**Competence 0.68 0.17 3.18 0.002
Sociability 0.09 0.06 0.92 0.359
**Know1edge 0.56 0.22 2.62 0.009
Coaching/No Coaching -0.08 0.09 -0.88 0.382
* indicates significance at the p < .05 level 
** indicates significance at the p < .01 level
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Table 10: Pearson correlations between Stereotype Subscale Predictors 
(Negative Perceptions, Competence & Sociability), Knowledge Test and 
Coaching or No Coaching on Conscientiousness







Competence 0.37** 0.65** 1
Sociability 0.34** 0.62** 0.74** 1
Knowledge 0.29** 0.25** 0.33** 0.36** 1
Coaching/ No 
Coaching 0.21** 0.02 -0.06 -0.07 -0.03 1
Correlation is significant at the .05 level (one-tailed) 
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (one-tailed)
Table 11: Pearson correlations between Stereotype Subscale Predictors 
(Negative Perceptions, Competence & Sociability), Knowledge Test and 
Coaching or No Coaching on Extraversion
Extraversion
Negative 







Competence 0.26** 0.65** 1
Sociability 0.28** 0.62** 0.74** 1
Knowledge 0.20** 0.25** 0.33** 0.36** 1.00
Coaching/ No 
Coaching 0.16** 0.02 -0.06 -0.07 -0.03 1
Correlation is significant at the .05 level (one-tailed) 
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